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REMARKS / ARGUMENTS 

This application is a continuation of U.S. Patent 
Application Serial No. 09/830,100 ("the parent application"). 
The parent application has been abandoned in favor of this 
application. 

The last Office action in the parent application was a 
final Office action dated April 10, 2003. In this final Office 
action all of the pending claims were rejected over Pantus, U.S. 
Patent No. 5,831,529. Specifically, claims 1-10 and 14 - 15 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pantus and claims 11 - 13 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as being anticipated by Pantus. 

By this Preliminary Amendment, Applicant has amended claims 
11 and 14 and added claim 16. Reconsideration and reexamination 
are hereby requested for claims 1-16 that are now pending in 
this application. Claims 1, 11 and 14 are independent. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the pending claims are 
patentable over Pantus. Claims 1, 11 and 14 are directed toward 
an "optical turnstile" for or "a method" of "monitoring or 
controlling the flow of persons through a gateway or 
passageway." Pantus does not teach such an apparatus or method. 
Moreover, Pantus does not teach or suggest the use of "optical 
guides" to "delimit" a "gangway" or "passageway," where the 
gangway or passageway is "of suitable size for a person to pass 
through it" as claimed. Such limitations are specifically set 
forth in the claims as follows: 
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Claim 1 recites, in part: 

An optical turnstile apparatus for monitoring or 
controlling the flow of persons through a gangway, 
comprising: 

the first and second planar optical guide elements are 
displaced respectively from each other, so as to delimit a 
gangway through which access may be obtained, the gangway 
being of suitable size for a person to pass through it. 

Claim 11 recites, in part: 

A method of monitoring or controlling the flow of 
persons through a gangway, comprising: 

the gangway is delimited by the rigid optical guides, 
which are blocks of optically conductive material, the 
gangway being of suitable size for a person to pass through 
it. 

Claim 14 recites, in part: 

An optical turnstile for monitoring or controlling the 
flow of persons through a passageway, comprising: 

optical guides comprising sheets of a transparent 
optically conductive material, wherein the optical guides 
convey radiation from the transmitter, across a passageway 
delimited at least partially by the guides, to the 
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receiver, the passageway being of suitable size for a 
person to pass through it. 

The Examiner's rejection of the claims is based, first, on 
his contention that a gangway or passageway is a "space" 
apparently of any size, no matter how small. The Examiner 
states at 1 2 of the Office action: "Pantus shows in Figs. 1-6 
the following elements of Applicant's claim: . . . wherein the 
first and second optical guide elements are displaced 
respectively from each other, so as to delimit a gangway (a 
space between 3-1 and 3-2) through which access may be 
obtained." Here, the referenced space between 3-1 and 3-2 is in 
a motion detector "which is accommodated in a housing 1 of a 
surveillance system of, for example, a room or other space." 
Pantus, column 2, lines 60 - 63. Hence, Pantus relates to the 
relatively small motion detectors commonly found in homes and 
offices. These motion detectors typically are on the order of a 
few inches in width. Accordingly, the "space between 3-1 and 3- 
2" disclosed in Pantus is on the order of a few inches. Pantus 
does not teach or suggest that its teachings are directed to 
large gangways or passageways for persons as claimed in claims 
1, 11 and 14. 

Moreover, the Examiner ignored the explicit limitation that 
the gangway is of sufficient size and structure such that a 
person may pass thorough it . See for example, original claim 1. 
Applicant has amended claims 11 and 14 to explicitly recite this 
language as well in an attempt to resolve what appears to be the 
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Examiner's misunderstanding as to the meaning of the terms 

"gangway" or "passageway" in the claims. 

In contending that the above limitation is taught by Pantus 

the Examiner cites Pantus at col. 3, lines 16 - 20 which states: 
The resulting change in light intensity received by the 
light receiver can be used to activate an alarm. Thus, it 
is possible to detect any attempt to approach, damage, or 
cover window 4 by means, for example, of a substance such 
as an opaque spray. 

The above quotation teaches nothing regarding optical guide 
elements that delimit a gangway or passageway such that the 
gangway or passageway is of "suitable size for a person to pass 
through it." First, the passage merely discusses detecting 
potential damage by a relatively small object such as paint from 
a spray can. Second, the passage merely discusses an approach 
by a potentially damaging means. Considering the disclosure of 
Pantus in its entirety, it is clear that Pantus does not discuss 
anything that may "pass through" optical guides. The motion 
detector in Pantus sits behind the small window 4 bounded by the 
light guides 3-1 and 3-2. Hence, an object does not pass 
through these guides. Rather, the approaching object would 
merely hit the window or the motion detector immediately behind 
the window. Moreover, Pantus does not in any way discuss that 
an object as large a person may "pass through." 

In summary, Applicant respectfully submits that the 
inventions of claims 1, 11 and 14 would not have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art based on the teachings of 
Pantus . 
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Claims 2-10 and 16 that depend on claim 1, claims 12 - 13 
that depend on claim 11 and claim 15 that depends on claim 14, 
also are patentable over the cited references for the reasons 
set forth above. In addition, these dependent claims are 
patentable over these references for the additional limitations 
that the dependent claims contain. 

SUMMARY 

In view of the above amendments and remarks it is submitted 
that the claims are patentably distinct over the cited 
references and that all the rejections to the claims have been 
overcome. Entry of this Preliminary Amendment and 

reconsideration and reexamination of the above Application is 
therefore respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



CHRISTIE, PARKER & HALE, LLP 
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